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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on April 24, 2007 has been received and entered. The amendment 
amended Claims 1-2, 4-5, 7-8, 10, 12, 14-17, 29-30, 34-35, 38-39, 42-44 and cancelled 
claims 6, 9 and 40-41 and added claim 45. The currently pending claims considered below 
are Claims 1-5, 7-8, 10-39 and 42-45. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The Examiner notes that Claims 1 , 38 and 42 have been newly amended to include 
"autonomously reproduce the capture user event". That raises a new rejection as follow. 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 10-39 and 42-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. Currently amended claims 1, 38 and 42 recite the new 
limitations: "autonomously reproduce the capture user event". Examiner was unable to locate 
any description of the element operation of "autonomously". 
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Moreover it is unclear when the autonomously operation is to be invoked, since neither the 
claims nor the specification provide guidance as to when or what conditions need to be met or 
not to be met in order to implement the autonomous feature. 

Applicant does not show where the newly claimed limitation is taught in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-2, 4-5, 7-8, 12-29, and 32-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Havner et al. (20040100507). 

Claims 1 , 38: Havner discloses methods, computers and computer readable media for 
monitoring user actions on a computer system, comprising: 

(a) determining, with a first application programming interface (API), whether a 
first screen object has been acted upon by a user, the first API being coordinate- 
independent and application message independent with respect to the first 
screen object (paragraph 31 , 36, 45-47); and 
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(b) in response to (a), capturing a user event associated with the first screen 
object (paragraph 32, 38); 

(c) representing the captured user event as an event entry in a file (paragraph 42 
and 47); and 

(d) playing back the user event from the event entry of the file to autonomously 
reproduce the captured user event (paragraph 38 and 39; reconstruction of the image 
captured). 

Claim 2: Havner teaches, 

processing the captured user-driven event (paragraph 38). 

As per claim 7, it is rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 

As per claim 18, Havner teaches creating a knowledge base for archiving and 
exchanging at least one file, wherein each file comprises a representation of a set of 
user events (FIG.1: 22; paragraph 26; storing and organizing/maintaining file in 
database ). 

As per claim 19 , it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 18 above. 

Claim 8: Havner teaches, 
retrieving the file (paragraph 55). 
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Claim 12: Havner teaches wherein, 

the file comprises a text file (paragraph 15; HTML file). 

Claim 32: Havner teaches wherein, 

the event entry comprises a notes attribute, the notes attribute providing an annotation 
about the user event (paragraph 15, 34, 40 and 36). 

As per claim 35, it is rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 

As per claim 13, 27, it is rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 

Claim 14: Havner teaches. 

Inputting a command, through a user interface, that is indicative of subsequent 
processing of the user event (abstract; user input device). This element meets the 
claimed limitation of the claim. 

Claim 15: Havner teaches wherein, 

determining a speed associated with the user event, the speed being associated with 
duration of the user event (paragraph 37and 46-47; storing timestamp of events 
associated data for the reconstruction and replaying of the user session ). 
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As per claims 16 and 17, they are rejected for the same reason as claim 15 above. 
Claim 28: Havner teaches, wherein, 

the command is selected from the group consisting of a new command, an open 
command, a view command, a save command, a notes command, a record command, 
a back command, and a next command( paragraph 36 and 39). The elements "GUI 
gadgets " and "Web browser" of the Havner's reference meet the claimed limitation of 
the claim. 

As per claim 29, it is rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 

Claim 34: Havner teaches wherein, 
an activeX component (paragraph 32). 

As per claim 37, it is rejected for the same reason as the claims above. 
Claim 4: Havner teaches, 

determining with the API that a second API, whether a second screen object has been 
acted upon by the user (paragraph 37 and 38; different events).this element of Havner's 
reference meet the claimed limitation of the claim. 



As per claim 5, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 4 above. 
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Claim 20: Havner teaches wherein, 

The first API is selected from the group consisting of Access Accessibility API, Win32 
API and a Windows System hook (paragraph 41- 43). 

As per claim 21-26, they are rejected for same reason as the claims above. 

As per claim 43-45, they are rejected for the same reason as the claims above. 

As per claims 33 and 36, they are rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

8. Claims 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Havner et al. (US 20040100507) in view of Chang et al (US 6968509). 
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Claims 10-11: Havner does not teach, editing the event entry of a file . However 
in the same field of endeavor; recording of user events Chang discloses edit menu item 
and event entries (606) in (fig. 6-10). Therefore it would be obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Havner 's invention 
with Chang's invention to edit event entries of a file for debugging an application. One 
would have been motivated to edit and modify event entries in order to efficiently 
resolve bug of application that can be reproduced by following the user driven-driven 
events (Chang; Col. 8, lines 14-21). 

Claim 3, Havner does not teach , wherein the first API comprises an Active 
Accessibilty API. However in the same field of endeavor; recording of user events 
Chang discloses an application IAccessible() (col. 6, lines 25-30). Therefore it would be 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Havner 's invention with Chang's invention to include this API for monitoring 
change in focus when recording user events. One would have been motivated to 
include this API in order to monitor change of change in focus. Therefore, to efficiently 
resolve bug of application that can be reproduced by following the user driven-driven 
events (Chang; Col. 8, lines 14-21). 

9. Claims 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Havner et al. (US 20040100507) in view of Wang et al (US 662226). 
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Claims 30 and 31: Havner does not clearly discloses enumerating a desktop, 
drilling down through hierarchy to find a matching screen object, stopping playback of 
the file, invoking a recorded action that is associated with the user event, proceeding to 
a next user event that is recorded by the file. However, Wang discloses a system 
method and product that typically permit a user/administrator to retrieve, track and 
replay recorded screen activities; drilling down to find a matching screen, tracking 
playback of file, invoking actions and preceding to a next user event (Figure 4/6B-C; col. 

9, lines 18-67) . It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Havner's invention with Wang's invention to include these 
functionalities that would allow efficient retrieval, tracking and playback of capture 
screen objects. One would have been motivated to capture screen objects in files and 
index the stored file a replay back the stored screen objects in order to provide 
assessment of how a user reacted to transactions that may provide useful marketing 
feedback to a distributor of a product (Wang; col. 8, lines 15-23). 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5, 7-8, and 10-45 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

AKS 

June 08, 2007 




